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Abstract 
The aim of this article is to analyse the consequences of innovation activities of firms on their financial indicators for projects 
financed from the Operational Programme of Enterprise and Innovation. The analysis was based on publicly available data. 
Limitations of this approach are discussed below, it is primarily the fact that we are seeing the effects indirectly; we do not 
monitor the success of projects, but entire companies. OPEI was divided according to the objective of promoting into several 
groups. The article focuses on subjects which directly stated innovation as the aim of promotion. The methodology of evaluating 
the companies was based on the literature; the chosen financial indicators were monitored at intervals. The research results show 
that the support in this section shows positive effects, but depending on the year, when it was assigned, which shows that the 
distribution of public funds depends on the selection of supported entities.  
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Building on the importance of innovation, coming to the fore is measuring their impact. ýámská (2012) shows 
that, although the support conditions in the Czech Republic are clearly defined, the system fails to allocate the funds. 
European funds often supported projects, which had problems using the funds effectively. It is widely recognized 
that innovation has an impact on the financial performance of the firm (Hult and others, 2004). Similarly, if we leave 
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the definition given above, we find directly or indirectly determined consequences on the financial performance of 
companies that are expected by apriori definitions. Although there exists mutual consensus across scientific papers 
that innovation has an impact on business performance, there are big differences in the way innovation takes its 
shape (Choi and others, 2009), provides both direct and indirect effects through intermediate variables, which is 
reflected in the performance. In his work Bigliardi (Bigliardi, 2013) states the impact of innovation mainly on higher 
sales and company growth, as well as to maintain high growth and profitability - classified ROI (return on 
investment), revenue growth, operating costs, market share, productivity and ROA (return on assets). Choi (Choi et 
al, 2009) measures the impact of innovation using market share, revenue growth, net profit, liquidity and 
productivity. Aas (Aas et al, 2011) marks the following as suitable measures of profitability - ROA, ROE (return on 
equity), ROCE (return on capital employed), ROS (return on sales). In addition, BEP (basic earning power) as 
operating income divided by assets, thus equivalent of return on assets. He also mentions productivity as sales 
divided by the number of employees. Aas uses productivity as a relative indicator, but also its growth, the 
aforementioned authors mentioned growth, elsewhere only static values were stated. 
More indicators provided by the work (Sawang, 2011), which, based on their own literature research examined 
both financial and non-financial indicators. Although we agree that the financial indicators do not cover all the 
important aspects of the impact of innovation, they are not relevant for this work and therefore we only mention the 
financial ones: ROI, different variants of contribution margin, sales and revenue growth, return on investment and 
payback period, cash flow and productivity. Cainelli (Cainelli, et al, 2004) measures the performance of companies 
using three indicators - average annual growth in sales and employees and average annual labor productivity. 
In the Czech environment Pitra (Pitra, 2006) addresses the measurement of innovations, who especially 
recommends ROA, ROS, liquidity, ROI, ROCE, debt, ROE, Asset Turnover, EBIT/T. Pitra indicates the importance 
of monitoring the trend of these indicators and the interpretation of the correlation between these indicators – the 
trend has a long-lasting increase in sales and profit margins, which must not be only temporary. OECD (OECD, 
2006) states only sales as the metric. Another issue is the time interval measurements and time lapse between 
individual measurements. Cainelli (Cainelli, et al, 2004) simply used the data available and evaluated the impact of 
innovation in the years 1993-1995 on economic indicators from 1996 - 1998. Aas stated that the effect of innovation 
becomes apparent only after a considerable delay. However, we object to the Cainelli three-year interval and 
consider it too long. –In such a long time the company might have introduced further innovations that were 
subsequently distorted by the financial indicators. For example Aas in his study assesses the impact of innovation in 
the years 2004 - 2006 and measures the financial effects in 2006 - 2007, measuring the impact the following year 
after innovative activities in the company. 
2. Method 
To obtain a set of businesses, that were supported by OPEI, the publicly accessible pages of CzechInvest were 
used. Due to monitoring long-term effects for the analysis those companies were selected, that exhausted the OPEI 
grant in 2008 and 2009 in projects directly related to the introduction of innovation. This encompassed 117 
companies, for which CzechInvest provided identification data, the year of payment and reimbursement of the 
subsidy amount. In addition, data from 2008 - 2011 were processed using the Albertina and Report database. The 
data include all items of the balance sheet and profit and loss account. Due to the nature of innovation, our analysis 
ultimately used indicators ROE, and sales and monitors even the change - all in the horizon of 3 years. 
Below we describe the indicators we used in this paper. We used those indicators form the literature review, 
which is mentioned above, for which the dataset contained the necessary data. For this reason we could not use the 
labor productivity, the financial data did not contain any information about the number of workers. For the same 
reason every indicator, which used any information related solely to the innovation project (i. e. sales from 
innovation) could not be included – the data were not available. 
 
ROE was calculated as net profit divided by equity. For measuring sales, we used only sales from goods and own 
products and services. Value added is retrieved directly from the financial statements. As supporting measure we 
used the growth of those indicators, calculated as year-on-year substraction divided by absolute value of the 
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preceding year’s value. For comparison purposes, we used ROE values for the entire industry as a whole from 
publicly available data of the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Czech Republic (MIT). 
Furthermore, for determining the difference between the best and worst companies according to their ROE in the 
year of the subsidy provision, we divided the companies into quartiles. The standard two-tailed t-test was used to 
test, whether the mean values of the first (best ROE value) and fourth (worst ROE value) quartile differ. 
3. Results 
Summary results of calculations of individual indicators are detailed in the Table 1  
Table 1  Average values of the reference sample 
Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 
ROE OPEI 6% -5% 7% 13% 
ROE from MIT – industry 12% 10% 11% 12% 
Sales Growth OPEI - -11% 15% 19% 
CZE growth of GDP from Eurostat 3,1% -4,5% 2,5% 1,8% 
 
ROE and sales throughout the period did not grow, but in recent years, the development can be considered a 
growing trend. It is also important to mention a very significant increase of ROE, especially in 2010, the year 
following the decline in GDP of the Czech Republic. The decline in ROE in 2009 was also significant, while the 
decline in sales this year was not as pronounced. This could be partly attributed to  the strong pro-cyclicality of the 
selected set of firms. 
 
The histogram distribution of ROE signifies that 54 records are located at an interval above 12%, while only 35 
entries in a lower interval than this value of ROE industry. In our sample, there are companies that can implement 
innovations significantly more successfully than others in the set, but also than other firms within the Czech 
Republic. If the companies are divided according to ROE in providing subsidies for quartiles, we can observe the 
difference between the best (1st quartile) and worst (4th quartile).  The two-tailed t-test tested whether a significance 
level of 5% generates different averages. The statistical software Minitab 16, did not help us demonstrate the 
difference in their average results - that the first ROE quartile is smaller than the average ROE for the 4th quartile. 
4. Conclusions 
The aim of the study was to analyze the impact of innovation activities of firms supported by the OPEI for their 
selected financial indicators.  
The trend analysis revealed an interesting conclusion about the ROE when the monitored subsidized firms had 
worse starting position compared to the industry average of the Czech Republic, in 2009 ROE decreased 
significantly, but in the last year have already exceeded the industry average. The growth of ROE, sales and value 
added was positive (except the decline in 2009), so a growing trend can be stated for these quantities. Due to the 
impact assessment of innovation, it would be useful to interpret this as their influence. Thus, innovation in the long 
term contribute to sales growth and ROE, however, this conclusion has a number of limitations - primarily the effect 
of mediating variables in the annotated literature review, external factors and the distortion of the dataset. 
Furthermore, the analysis did not use a controlled group of firms that did not receive funds for innovation or another 
- have not received a subsidy but innovated anyway. There are no more available financial data relating to only 
innovative products and innovative projects (their revenues, cost savings, etc.). Conclusion on the long-term impact 
of innovation cannot be made in this case. 
Compared to our pilot evaluation of the OPEI programme (focusing on the support of marketing innovations), it 
is positive, that we cannot clearly state, that the funds were allocated absolutely uneffectively. 
Further research should ideally focus on a set of controlled group of firms and obtaining data directly from 
innovation activities. Another appropriate field to explore would be further analysis of the ROE development, sales 
and development of share of value added on sales. 
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